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his demands until he had established his title by a successful
action in the High Court. At the present day, however, an
English debtor in like circumstances is not justified in insisting
upon the protection of an order of the court. Didisheims Case
has definitely established the right of a foreign curator to
demand property. If, therefore, an English debtor forces an
action, he acts with an unreasonable excess of caution and will
have to pay his own costs.1
One limitation on the decision in Didisheim's Case must be
noticed. The owner of the property was an alien domiciled
abroad over whom the court had no jurisdiction personally. The
same duty to recognize the status of the foreign curator, there-
fore, does not arise where the patient is an Englishman tem-
porarily abroad.2
stock or Although the principle established by Didisheinis Case is of
bdoo^ Sreat benefit to foreign curators, its usefulness is limited not
to foreign only by the fact that it has no application to immovable
patient prOperty but because it does not enable the foreign curator to
reduce into possession stock and shares registered in the names
of the patient. The reason for this is that stock and shares can
only be transferred by an instrument of transfer executed by the
registered holder or by a person having authority to execute the
document on his behalf, and a foreign curator is not recognized
as having this power. It is not, however, necessary in every case
where stock and shares are concerned to appoint a receiver in
England or to have independent medical evidence of mental
incapacity, for the Court of Protection is empowered, if satis-
fied that the foreign curator has been appointed on the ground
that the patient is incapable by reason of mental disorder of
managing his property, to direct any stock or shares standing
in the names of the patient to be transferred to the curator
or otherwise dealt with as he may directs The power is
discretionary, and the Court will not direct the capital to be
transferred unless satisfied that it is required for the patient's
maintenance or that there is other sufficient reason justifying
a transfer.4
&m£fe theQ\N\ffig## and obligations in contract. The problem of choice of
pro^c^ few that arises where a contract containing a foreign element
1	Peldgrin v. Coittts fcf Co., [1915} i Ch. 696.
2	In re Gamier (1872), L.R. 13 Eq. 532; New York Security Co. v. Keyser,
[1901] i Ch. 666.
3	Mental Health Act, 1959* s. 106; replacing Lunacy Act, 1890, s. 131.
4	Re Knight, [1898] r Ch. 257; Re Larragoiti, [1907] 2 Ch. 14.

